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Project Overview

“What is the feasibility of implementing Waste to Energy (WTE) as a
part of the solid waste management (SWM) and energy strategies
of Washington State?”

1. Review academic literature, policy briefs, municipal reports
and studies

2. Conduct informational interviews with industry, government,
and non-government professionals and subject-matter experts

3. Examine case study examples of existing WTE operations

Intent: Analyze and assess the potential impacts of WTE
incineration on the waste management hierarchy and present key

considerations for discussion
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Case Studies of Existing WTE Operations

10 case studies examined

> Domestic Facilities
— Spokane WTE Facility
— Marion County Energy from Waste
— Hennepin Energy Recovery Center
— Palm Beach Renewable Energy Facility o

- Detront Renewable Power 4 E“
— Wheelabrator Baltimore g

> |nternational Facilities
— South Skane Waste Company
— Kalundborg Eco-Industrial Park
— Higashiyodo Factory
— Restoffen Energie Centrale
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Interviews with Stakeholders and SMEs

60 requests sent; 29 interviews conducted

> Government e > Community Organizations
— State Departments of Ecology, :
Commerce — C?cnter for Sustainable
— Utilities & Transportation Infrastructure
Commission — Puget Sound Partnership
— King County Solid Waste — Zero Waste Washington

— King County Council
— City of Spokane Solid Waste
— City of Spokane Energy &

— Zero Landfill Initiative

Sustainability > Private Industry
— City of Spokane Public Works — Waste Management Public
— Spokane Regional Health District Sector Partnerships
— Clean Air Agencies (ORCAA,
PSCAA, SWCAA SRC(_‘AA) — Resource Synergy
— US Environmental Protection
Agency
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Interview Responses

“Do you consider WTE as a feasible option for solid waste management in Washington?”

> Important component of integrated waste management system

> Preferred over landfill,
both in hierarchnyandby ==+
interviewees o oy

> Worry of reduced recycling

and “feed the beast”
phenomenon
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Interview Responses

“Do you consider WTE as a feasible option for energy strategy in Washington?”

> Washington enjoys cheap, abundant energy
> Not classified as renewable under CETA
> Energy production is secondary benefit of WTE
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Interview Responses

“What strategic benefits do you think WTE could provide in Washington?”

> Waste Treatment Benefits Q

— Reduced solid waste burden "
— Fewer long-term methane emissions ' .

— Material recovery (e.g. ferrous metals, gypsum)
> Minor Energy Generation

UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON
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Interview Responses

“What strategic drawbacks do you think come with WTE development in Washington?”

> WTE is expensive
> Public resistance, NIMBYs, and NOTEs
> Siting challenges

> Potential emissions

UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON
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Interview Responses

“What individuals or organizations would potentially support or oppose WTE development in
Washington?”

> Supporters
— Government officials, especially King County
— “...depends on the specifics of a given plan.”
— Local residents
— Environmental organizations

> Opponents Supporters | Opponents
— Environmental organizations
— Local residents
— Current tip fee recipients (e.g. landfills)
— “...depends on the specifics of a given plan.”
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Interview Responses

“If another WTE facility were to be planned and developed in Washington, what critical
factors should be considered during the siting process?”

Proximity to feedstock and other SWM infrastructure
Environmental justice impacts
Site-specific environmental impacts
Using recoverable land (e.g. brownfields)
Local economic impacts

Cost effectiveness and financing

Public opinion
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Key Considerations Discussions

“Essential factors” for future WTE development and
consideration

Part of comprehensive SWM strategy
Siting

Financial Cost

Environmental & health impacts
Public engagement
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Discussion: Strategic Consideration

Any future WTE development must be strategically

planned to complement and accompany current waste
management priorities

> WTE can be implemented well or
poorly

— Success is dependent on inclusion
within larger strategic goals

> No evidence that Washington should
shift current SWM priorities

> Some degree of waste is inevitable

W

Waste Management Hierarchy
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Discussion: Siting Influences

Co-locating WTE facilities near existing infrastructure can increase
efficiency and decrease environmental impacts; environmental
Justice impacts must also be limited

> Collocation with existing infrastructure
— Transportation Networks
— Feedstock
— Proximity to Downstream Users

> Environmental Justice
— Don't further burden already-burdened communities
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Discussion: Financial Considerations

WTE development and operation is expensive and
energy resale to Washington utilities presents future
challenges

> Significant Financial Factors
— Energy Market Competition
— Energy Recovery Efficiency
— Ongoing Maintenance and Compliance
— “Renewable” Classification Limitations
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Discussion: Health and Environmental Monitoring

Additional WTE development in Washington must

maintain diligent and continuous monitoring and
mitigation of environmental and health risks.

> Environmental and Health Risks
— Emissions

> Greenhouse Gases
> Air Pollutants
> Toxins

> Risks to Water Sources
> Handling of Ash
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Discussion: Public Engagement and Cooperation

Public opinion for WTE is mixed and driven by multiple inputs;
additional WTE development in Washington must include
considerable and comprehensive public engagement and
cooperation

> Public engagement and education improves
outcomes of comprehensive SWM strategies

— Public awareness of recycling and waste reduction
priorities

> Private-public cooperation and partnership
increases accountability and transparency
— Improved compliance and accountability
— Improved resilience of SWM policies and strategies
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Limitations and Conclusions

> Limitations to Study

— Broad and general scope of study (i.e., limited analysis of
complicated issue)

— Limited sample size (e.g., limited environmental justice and
community-oriented orgs, private industry input)

— Hypothetical application

> Future Research Recommendations
— Direct public and industry opinion/feedback polling
— Site-specific comparison of GHG potency and emission impacts
— Specific study of research of modern WTE technologies and

approaches (e.g., gasification, pyrolysis, etc)
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Questions and Open Discussion
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